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ABSTRACT
Cooperative learning in a university setting was
explored.

Undergraduate students enrolled in a physics

course for nonmajors volunteered to participate in a group
study program.

After a baseline of two tests, volunteers

were classified as "Leaders" (A-B average) or "Members" (C-F
average).

All volunteers received extra credit points for

their participation.

Records of group study attendance were

kept, a questionnaire was distributed to participants, and
grades were obtained from the instructor's roll.

Multiple

correlation/regression analyses showed that for
Participant-Respondents: a) level of reported understanding
was significantly related to perceived value of participation
and b) session attendance was positively related to test
performance.

Session attendance was not related to test

performance for Participant-Nonrespondents.

An ANOVA

revealed no significant differences in test performance for
Participant-Respondents, Participant-Nonrespondents, and
Nonparticipants.

Other findings and suggestions for future

research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
Research on the effects of group study participation has
centered around "cooperative learning" (Webb, 1982; Slavin,
1980; Sharan, 1980).

Cooperative learning methods can best

be described as instructional strategies in which small
groups of students work together in learning academic
material (Webb, 1982; Slavin & Karweit, 1981).

The key

feature distinguishing cooperative techniques from
traditional teaching methods is the interaction among
students {Webb, 1982).
Most of the research on cooperative learning techniques
has focused on four methods: a) Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT);
b) Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD); c) Jigsaw
(JS); and d) Small-Group Teaching {SGT).

Combinations of

these four methods have also been studied.
The Teams-Games-Tournament technique (Devries

&

Slavin, 1978) typically assigns four or five students to
heterogenous (e.g., ability, gender, and race) learning
teams.

After an initial classroom presentation by the

teacher, teammates study worksheets together and quiz each
other in preparation for a weekly "tournament."

Students are

then assigned, along with other students in their ability
range, to tournament tables.

Here they represent their
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group and compete in simple academic games covering material
previously covered in class.
For example, a class of 12 students could be divided
into four teams, each team having a low-, medium-, and
high-ability representative.

The high-ability

representatives would compete at one tournament table,
medium-ability students at a second table, and low-ability
students at the third table.

When the competition is

finished, the team that accumulates the highest number of
points is rewarded by having their success recognized in a
class newsletter.
The Student Teams-Achievement Division (Slavin, 1978) is
similar to the TGT method in that four or five students are
assigned to heterogenous teams to review teacher-taught
material.

But where the TGT uses tournament games, STAD

replaces them with 15-minute quizzes.

Scores obtained

on the quizzes are translated into team scores based on
ability-homogenous achievement divisions (similar to TGT).
The top scorers in each achievement division receive eight
points, the second highest scorers receive six points, and so
forth.

As in the case of TGT, teams scores are recognized in

a class newsletter.
The Jigsaw method (Aronson, 1978) is characterized by
the small heterogenous teams used in the TGT and the STAD.
The academic material to be learned is broken down to as many
"pieces" as there are group members.

Students leave their

teams to study their assigned section of information with
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students from other teams who have the same assignment.
After students return to their team, they are responsible for
teaching their section of information to their team members.
Team members depend on each other for learning all the
information.

All students are quizzed on the entire unit.

The measure of achievement is based on individual performance
rather than group performance.
The Small-Group Teaching method (Sharan & Sharan, 1976)
encourages learning through cooperative group inquiry, data
gathering by students, and group discussions.

Students

select subtopics within a general area selected by the
teacher.

Groups of two to six students meet and further

subdivide their topic into study sections.

After each

student has prepared his/her section, the sections are
combined for a group presentation.

The performance of each

group is evaluated by the teacher and fellow students.
Many factors vary among and within these methods: grade
level, subject matter, group size, group composition, reward
structure, instructions for interaction among group members,
and duration of the study.

The outcomes of cooperative

learning methods fall mainly into two categories: a) academic
achievement; and b) group cohesiveness.

The latter develops

as a result of mutual concern and race relations (Slavin,
1980).

Factors of interest to this study are group

composition and reward structure.
the outcome relevant to this study.

Academic achievement is
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In all of the studies reviewed by Slavin (1980), group
composition consisted of grade school students ranging from
second grade to the twelfth grade.
between studies.

Reward structure varied

The TGT, STAD, and SGT used cooperative

learning and group reward.

The Jigsaw method used

cooperative learning and competitive reward for individual
performance.
Academic achievement, due to experimental manipulation
of learning methods, is difficult to measure.

Attempts to

measure achievement include curriculum specific tests,
standardized tests, and achievement tests (Slavin, 1980).
Clearly, the measurement of achievement differences
attributed to learning methods could be affected by different
degrees in different "treatments."
The TGT and the STAD methods have been found to be
effective, in terms of academic achievement benefits, when
low level skills are involved (e.g., computation,
punctuation, and vocabulary).

Results from studies using the

TGT and/or STAD methods have consistently produced positive
effects on achievement (Slavin, 1980; Sharan, 1980).
Positive effects of Jigsaw on achievement have been found in
one study (Slavin, 1977).

Jigsaw has been more successful in

improving self esteem and race relations than academic
achievement (Slavin, 1980).

The SGT method is less

structured than TGT, STAD, or Jigsaw.

SGT has been found to

produce positive achievement results when high level skills
are involved, such as problem solving and brainstorming.

For
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academic achievement, Slavin {1980) summarized the research
by saying that "cooperative learning techniques are no worse
than traditional teaching techniques, and in some cases they
are significantly better" {p.

337).

Studies conducted with one more of the four major
cooperative learning methods have used students in grades 2
to 12.

Also evident in these studies was a high degree

of task structure and group structure accompanied by teacher
supervision during regular school hours.

At the university

level, students have been used as tutors {Pascal, 1974) and
liaisons (Hardy & Morris, 1978).

Both articles report

observations rather than experimental findings.

However,

they illuminate the potential use of undergraduates as peer
tutors.

Pascal (1974) reported that undergraduate students

had been used as tutors for students enrolled in foreign
language courses.
credit points.

Tutors were rewarded by receiving extra

He cited limited resources, large

student-professor ratios, and supplemental teaching methods
as cases where undergraduates are a valuable resource.
Hardy and Morris {1978) used undergraduates as
"liaisons," links between the class and the instructor.

Not

to be confused with graduate or teaching assistants, liaisons
had no responsibility to evaluate fellow students or
determine grades.

Liaisons were chosen based upon their past

performance in a psychology learning course.
Two liaisons for every four to six students was
considered an effective study unit.

The function of the
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liaisons was to act as intermediaries for students to voice
opinions about the course, the testing schedule, etc.
Liaisons could have coordinated study and review sessions,
but one of the authors reported that study sessions never
materialized.

Hardy and Morris (1978) suggest that this fact

was due to the reluctance of liaisons to study with
classmates that material which all students were to be tested
on.
Both Pascal (1974) and Hardy and Morris (1978) felt that
college teaching could become more personal and students more
actively involved in the learning process, by the use of
undergraduates as peer tutors.

There was no suggestion of

improved learning for those students who were tutored.

It

was suggested that the tutors and liaisons learned from the
experience of teaching their classmates.
The proposed study is designed to examine cooperative
learning at the univesity level.

Here, undergraduate

students often meet in auditorium-size classrooms where the
chance for instructor-student interaction is low and
statewide budget cuts have reduced funded tutor services.
Because class time is devoted to lecturing and it is up to
the student to make time for course study, there may be a
need for cooperative learning in the form of study groups.
Reward structure may be an important factor in
motivating undergraduate students to meet and study for tests
on their own time.

In the cooperative learning studies,

grade school children were rewarded with praise and improved
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grades.

Extra credit points and possible exam exemptions may

be more effective in eliciting undergraduate group study
participation.

Both of these rewards facilitate goal

attainment and Slavin (1977) points out that people like,
help, and reinforce those who directly influence their goal
attainment.
The first objective of this study was to examine
the perceived value of group study participation for
undergraduate students enrolled in a physics course for
nonmajors.

The dependent variable (DV) was the degree to

which the undergraduates felt that participation in study
groups helped the grades they received.

The independent

variables (IVs) were: a) gender; b) number of sessions
attended; c) level of reported understanding; d) number of
hours spent studying alone; e) preference for group study;
and 6) future recommendations.
The second objective was to examine whether actual test
performance was related to study group participation.
was the average test score for exams 3 through 10.

The DV

The

IVs were the same as the IVs listed above.
A multiple regression and correlation was conducted for
each of the first two objectives listed above in order to
evaluate IV intercorrelations, IV-DV bivariate correlations,
and which IVs contributed something unique to the explanation
of variance in the DVs.
The third objective was to determine whether the groups
involved (Participant-Respondents,
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Participant-Nonrespondents, and Nonparticipants) differed in
their average test performance.

This was answered by

conducting an Analysis of variance (ANOVA).

METHOD
Subjects
The subjects were undergraduate students enrolled in a
physics course for nonmajors at the University of Central
Florida (UCF).

The students were asked to volunteer and

participate in study groups.

Those who participated as

"Members" received one extra credit point per exam.

Those

who participated as "Leaders" and who maintained an A-B
average, received one extra credit point per exam and were
exempted from the comprehensive final exam.

Only Members

were included in the data analyses.
Materials
Sign-up sheets were used to organize the study groups
(see Appendix A).
"Group Study Record Sheets" were submitted weekly by the
Leaders in order for the experimenter to verify group study
attendance (see Appendix B).
Questionnaires were given to participants two weeks
before the end of the semester.
information and consent form.

The first page was an
The following pages contained

open- and closed-ended questions (see Appendix C).
The sources of data were group study record sheets,
questionnaire responses, and the instructor's grade roll.
Group study record sheets generated one IV: the number of
9
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group study sessions attended (SESS).

Questionnaire

responses generated five IVs: gender (GEN), level of
understanding (URSD), number of hours spent studying alone
(HOUR), preference for group study (PREF), future
recommendations (REC) and one DV: the degree to which
subjects felt that participation in study groups helped the
grades they received (GRAD).

The instructor's grade roll was

the source of the other DV: average test score for exams
three through ten (AVET).
Procedure
After a baseline of two tests, any student in the class
could volunteer to participate in study groups.

Their course

grade after two exams qualified them to be a "Leader" or a
"Member."
To be a Leader, the participant had to have a B or above
grade on the first two tests.

Leaders were responsible for

meeting with group Members at least one time before each
test.

As noted, Leaders who maintained at least an A-B

average and who met with Members, received one extra credit
point per exam and were exempted from the comprehensive final
exam.

Members were those students with a C or lower grade

average for the first two exams.

As noted, Members were

given one point of extra credit for meeting in a group at
least once per exam.
Sign-up sheets were separated into Leader and Member
categories.

Three or four Members were arbitrarily assigned

to one Leader.

The names and phone numbers of each group
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were available so the Leaders could call their Members to
coordinate a meeting time.

RESULTS
Subjects were classified as potential participants based
upon their average test score after the first two tests (C or
below), previously called "Members." For the purpose of
analysis, the subjects were further subdivided into three
groups based upon their study session attendance and their
response to the questionnaire.

The three groups were

identified as follows: a) students who participated in one or
more group study sessions and who responded to the
questionnaire were included in the Participant-Respondent
group; b) students who participated in one or more group
study sessions and who did not respond to the questionnaire
were categorized as the Participant-Nonrespondent group; and
c) students who did not participate in the group study
sessions were included in the Nonparticipant group
(permission to use grades of nonparticipants was granted from
the course instructor provided their anonymity was
maintained).

Statistical analyses were conducted to examine:

a) the perceived value of group study participation for the
Participant-Respondents, b) whether actual test performance
was related to the degree of group study participation for
Participant-Respondents and Participant-Nonrespondents; and
c) whether the Participant-Respondent,
Participant-Nonrespondent, and Nonparticipant groups differed
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in their average test performance for exams 3 through

10.
The first multiple correlation and regression (R) was
conducted in order to examine the perceived value of study
group participation for the Participant-Respondent group, n =

60.

The independent variables were: a) gender; b) number of

sessions attended; c) level of reported understanding; d)
number of hours spent studying alone; e) preference for group
study; and f) future recommendations.

The dependent variable

was the degree to which students felt that participation in
group study helped the grades they received (perceived
value).
Table 1 is a correlation matrix showing IV-IV
intercorrelations and DV-IV bivariate correlations.

The

following relationships were found to be significant for this
population of UCF students.
For IV-IV intercorrelations, level of reported
understanding and future recommendations were significantly
related, r

(58) = .41,

£ <

.01, such that students who

reported that they would recommend the study group program to
other students were likely to report that participation in
study sessions positively affected their understanding of the
course material.
Three significant relationships were obtained in the
DV-IV bivariate correlations.

The perceived value of gr0up

study participation and the number of sessions attended were
significantly related,~ (58) = .25, p < .05, in that
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TABLE 1
FIRST CORRELATION MATRIX
DV

IVs

GRAD

SESS

URSD

HOUR

P ~EE

'~

GRAD
SESS

.25*

URSD

.44**

.24

HOUR

.21

.12

.22

PREF

-.02

.10

-.08

GEN

-.08

.07

.04

-.

.33*

REC

0

•4

-.23

.
**

'

-.02

*p < .05

**£

< .01

Legena:
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the more sessions att ended, the more a student felt that
participation in gr ou p s t udy sessions positively affected the
grades he/she received .
The perceived va lue o f group study participation was
significantly related to the leve l of understanding,£ (58) =
.44, £ < . 01, such that st udents who felt that participation
helped their underst a ndi ng of course material were likely to
report that parti c ipat i on i n s t udy groups positively affected
the grades that he/ sh e received.
The perceived va lu e of group study participation and
future recommenda tions were significantly related, r (58) =
.33, £ < .OS, such that s t udents who reported that they would
recommend the study prog r a m to other students were likely to
report that participati on i n s tud y groups had positively
affected the grades th ey received .
The multiple~ was then computed in order to evaluate
which IVs contribut e d something unique to the explanation of
variance in th e p e r ceived value of group study participation.
A probabil i ty-o ut (POUT) criterion was set at p = .10 for
evalu a t i ng ind ividual IVs, thus utilizing a backward
sol ution .
Th e f oll owing IVs were dropped, based upon their
s e mi p a rt ial (sr) and£ values: preference for group study (sr
= - .OS,£= .90), gender(~= -.11, £ = .35), number of
hours spent studying alone (sr = .13, £ = .26), number of
sessions attended (sr = .19, £ = .10), and future
recommendations (sr = .16, £ = .19).

Level of reported
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understanding was the only IV to remain in the final
regression equation,~= .44,

!

(1,58) = 14.05, p = .004.

Thus, for the Participant-Respondents, the reported level of
understanding uniquely co - tributed approximately 19% to the
explanation of variance in perceived value of group study
participation.
The second multiple correlation and regression was
computed in order to examine whether actual test performance
was related to group study participation for
Participant-Respondents, n = 60.

The IVs were the same as

those used in the first R: gender, number of sessions
attended, level of reported understanding, number of hours
spent studying alone, preference for group study, and future
recommendations.

The dependent variable was the average test

score for exams 3 through 10.
Table 2 is a correlation matrix showing IV-IV and DV-IV
correlations.

The following relationships were found to be

significant for this population of UCF students.
For IV-IV intercorrelations, level of reported
understanding was significantly related to future
recommendations, r (58) = .41,

£ <

.01, as reported

previously.
The only significant DV-IV bivariate correlation was
that of average test score for exams 3 through 10 and
number of sessions attended,£ (58) = .39, p < .OS.

This

indicates that Participant-Respondents who attended more
sessions were likely to get better grades than those
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TABLE 2
SECOND CORRELATION MATRIX
DV
AVET

IVs
SESS

URSD

HOUR

PREF

GEN

AVET
SESS

.39*

URSD

.02

.24

HOUR

-.07

. 12

. 22

PREF

.15

. 10

- . 08

-.23

GEN

-.09

. 07

.0 4

.13

-.18

REC

-.14

- . 10

-.02

.03

. 41 * *

R < .OS

** _E < • 01
Legend:
AVET (DV)

=

Avera ge t est score for exams 3 through 10

SESS (IV)

=

Numbe r o f sessions attended

URSD ( IV)

=

Le v e l of reported understanding

HOUR (IV)

=

Number of hours spent studying alone

PREF (IV)

=

Pr e f erence for group study

GEN (IV )

=

Gender

RE C ( IV)

=

F uture recommendations

-.07
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students who attended few er sessions.

Another way to state

this relationship is to sa y that students with higher exam
scores were likely to att e nd more sessions than those
students with lower exam s co r es.
A multiple~ was th e n comp uted to determine which IVs
contributed something uniqu e t o t he explanation of variance
in average exam scores.

A POUT c r i ter i on was set at

E

= .10

for evaluating individual IVs .
The following IVs wer e dr oppe d based on their~ and

E

values: level of reported un de r s t anding(~= .005, £= .965),
preference for group study ( sr = . 07 8, E = .527), number of
hours spent studying alon e ( sr = - . 101, p = .412), future
recommendations(~= -.106, £ = .384), and gender (~ =
-.120, £ = .327).

Th e r e maining IV in the final regression

equation was number of sess i ons attended,£= .39,
10.30.

E

= .002.

!

(1,58) =

Thu s , th e number of group study sessions

attended uniquely contri buted approx i mately 15% to the
explanation of vari a n ce i n average test score.

These

Participant-Respon de n ts fel t that group study attendance
benefitted them a nd i t did actually relate to better exam
performance.
A Pear s on co r relation coefficient (r) was then
computed t o determine if the number of sessions attended was
rel at ed t o ave r age test score for exams 3 through 10 for
Pa rticipan t- Nonrespondents, n = 34.

This relationship was

not f ound to be significant, r (58) = -.07, £ > .05.
Ther f ore, number of sessions attended was significantly
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related to average test performance for
Participant-Respond e nts b ut not related for
Participant-Nonrespond e nt s.

The average number of sessions

attended for Particip a nt-Respondents was 6.67; the mean was

6.82 for the Participant - Nonparticipants
An ANOVA was comput ed to determine whether the
Participant-Respondent s (n = 60 ) , Participant-Nonrespondents
(n

=

34), and the Nonp a rti cipants (n

= 62)

differed in their

average test performa nce for exams 3 through 10.
Results showed that thes e gro ups d i d not differ in average
test scores, F (2,153)

=

.1 8 ,

E = . 8 3.

The means for the

groups were: 49.64 for P a rti c i pa n t-Respondents, 49.31 for
Participant-Nonrespond e n t s , and 49.93 for Nonparticipants.
See Table 3 for summa ry statist i cs.

TABLE 3
ANOVA RESULTS
Source
Betwe e n Groups
Within Gr o u ps

p = . OS

ss

df

MS

F

.18

8.5

2

4.2

3559.9

153

23.3

Sig.
.83

DISCUSSION
The first objective of this study was to examine the
perceived value of group study participation.

This objective

was met by conducting a multiple~ for subjects in the
Participant-Respondent group.

Level of understanding was the

only IV to to contribute unique information to the
explanation of perceived value of participation in group
study session.

Students who felt that participation helped

their understanding of course material were likely to report
that participation positively affected the grades they
received.
The second objective of this study was to examine
whether actual test performance was related to group study
participation.

This objective was met by using

Participant-Respondents in the second multiple R. Number of
sessions attended was the only IV to contribute unique
information to the explanation of average test performance.
As session attendance increased, so the average test score
increased.

To look at it another way, as test scores

increased so did session attendance.
The finding that session attendance was related to
average test performance for subjects in the
Participant-Respondent group led to the computation of a
Pearson r to determine if session attendance was related to
20

21

average test score for the Participant-Nonrespondents; the r
was not found to be significant.

Therefore, session

attendance was significantly related to average test
performance for Participant-Respondents but not related for
Participant-Nonrespondents.

This finding suggests that

students who chose to respond to the questionnaire were the
students who got better grades with respect to session
attendance.

Likewise, students who did not get better grades

with respect to session attendance chose not to respond.
The third objective was to determine whether
Participant-Respondents, Participant-Nonrespondents, and
Nonparticipants differed in their average test performance.
This objective was met by conducting an ANOVA.

Results

showed that these groups did not differ in their average test
performance.
In summary, the results of this study demonstrated that
session attendance was related to average test performance
for Participant-Respondents but not in a manner that would
cause significantly better test performance when compared to
Participant-Nonrespondents and Nonparticipants.

This finding

is in agreement with Slavin's (1980) summary of the
literature which stated that the cooperative learning
technique was at least as good as the traditional learning
technique.

However, in this case, cooperative learning did

not result in improved academic achievement.
The group study program used in this study can be called
a "self-service" study program for undergraduate students.
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Its cooperative nature resembles the Teams-Games-Tournament,
Student Teams-Achievement Divisions, and the Jigsaw
techniques mentioned in the Introduction.

The fact that

group discussions occurred and achievement was based on
individual test performance is similar to the Small-Group
Teaching method.

Here the similarities stop.

Student

participation was voluntary and instructor involvement was
limited to the initial announcement of the program,
construction of the questionnaire, and supervision of a
student assistant.

Study sessions were unstructured in terms

of how the course material was reviewed and when and where it
was reviewed.
It is apparent that the reward structure was sufficient
to motivate participation.
(those who had a

Of the 156 potential subjects

c or lower grade average after the first two

tests), 94 participated (60%).

Of the 94 who participated,

60 responded to the questionnaire (64%) and 34 did not
respond.

Of the 55 potential Leaders (those students with a

B or higher average after the first two tests), 36
participated in sessions (66%) and 31 of those Leaders
responded to the questionnaire.
Thus, this self-service program has general potential
and desired outcomes.

For some students, grades may have

improved due to participation.

For Participant-Respondents,

the activity was valued in that they reported that
participation in group study sessions positively affected
their understanding of course material.
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Future research on c ooperative learning at the
university level should be conducted using different samples
and varied curricula.

Wh en resources permit, possible

improvements in the s e lf- se r vi ce group study program should
include: a) formulati on of a general study habits guide and
b) training sessions wh ere Leaders meet with a teaching
assistant or instruct or to discuss questions regarding course
material and teachin g formats.

Also, future studies should

provide nonparticipatin g members of a class with some
optional means of e a r n i ng extra credit.

Nonvolunteers could

be given extra credit for submitting an essay on
predetermined cours e -r e l ated topics for each exam.

Extra

credit for the volunt ee r s could remain the same as that used
in this study.

Diff erences in exam performance between

participants and no npar t icipants would provide yet another
view of cooper a tiv e l earning effects.

APPENDIX A
Name:

Student Number:

Home Phone:
Work Phone (if any ):
Hours you can most likely be reached:
If you have no pho ne, please specify how the group leader can
reach you:
Have you had a phy s i cs course before, either here or in high
school?

(circle on e)

Yes
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No

APPENDIX B
Group Study Record Sheet
Leader Name:

Length of study session:

Date:
Name (print)

Signature:

25

Student Number:

APPENDIX C
PSC 1 51 2 Study Group Questionnaire
Fall Semester, 1985
Fall 1985 was t he first semester in which the Physics
Department had a vol untary group study program for PSC 1512.
We are interested in your opinions about this program and ask
that you fill out th e attached form. Your answers and
suggestions will infl uence the organization of future study
groups for this cour se.
In order to va li da t e the survey, we must verify that
each respondent ha s participated in a study group. These
forms will be check ed in and tabulated by a graduate student
in Psychology a t UCF . Your consent form (below) will not
be returned to the Physics Department so that your opinions
will remain confid ential.
Please pl a ce th e completed questionnaire in the box
labeled "PSC 1512 " i n room 317 in Phillips Hall (the old
General Classroom b uilding). This map indicates where the
box is located. Pl ease turn the form in by the last day of
classes, December 1 3. Thanks for your help!

(map)

consent Form
By signing this form you are giving permission to use your
responses as a means to evaluate the study group program for
PSC 1 512 at UCF.
Name

Student Number _________

---- --·- -- -----
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PSC 1512 Study Group Questionnaire
PLEASE CIRCLE THE LETTER OF THE ANSWER YOU CHOOSE

1. There have been 8 exams after the organization of the
study groups. Indicate (about) how many of the 8 possible
study group sessions you attended.
a)

1-3

b)
C)
d)

5-7

e)

including extra sessions, more than 8

4
8

Do you feel that your participation in a study group
increased your understanding of the material?

2.

a)

No, the meetings negatively affected my
understanding.
No, the meetings did not help my understanding.
The meetings helped my understanding somewhat.
The meetings greatly helped my understanding.

b)
c)
d)

3. Do you feel that your participation in a study group
affected the grades you received on the last 7 or 8
exams?

a)
b)
c)
d)

yes, but the effect was negative.
no, not at all.
yes, a little.
yes, a lot.

4. From your experience, how many students would make the
most effective study group for you?
a)

2

b)

3

C)

4

d) 5

e) more than 5

5. From your experience this semester, how many students do
you think should be the maximum for study groups in this
course?

a)

2

b)

3

c) 4

d)

5

e) more than

5

Did you change groups (for any reason) during the
semester?
c) not applicable; I was a Leader
b) no
a) yes
6•

7. Based on your experience, would you particip~te i~ such a
study group again even if no extra credit were given or
attendance?
a)

yes

b) no

c) undecided
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8. About how many hours per week did you study alone for
this course?
a) 0-2

b) 2-4

c) 4-6

d) 6-8

e) more than

8

Compare your gr oup-study experience with studying alone.

9.

a)
b)
c)
d)

I prefer to study alone.
I prefer to s t udy alone first and then meet with a
group if I ha ve questions.
I prefer to s t udy alone and then meet with a group

whether or n o t I have questions.
I prefer to meet with a group first and then study
alone.

10. From your expe ri ence, would you recommend that others

join a study group for this course next semester?
a) yes

b) no

c) undecided

Please give writt e n c omments to the following questions:
The groups were ch osen randomly; can you think of a better
method for forming groups?

Wh a t guidelin es would you suggest that might improve the
individu a l s t udy g r oup sessions for next semester?

Please make any other suggestions here that might improve the
study group program for next semester.
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